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implement a package that filled the basic requirements of the department to track inmates
through the “system”, while providing the ability to grow with the department.

Our old system contained data that was not consistent in format and/or was not comprehensive.
The status of the old data causes conversion problems and could cause problems when
conducting historical comparisons. Our management team discussed the drawback of not being
able to easily compare and analyze current data with historical data. Our number one priority
was to implement a system that would allow us to manage the current population. We agreed
that enhancing the system in order to generate comparisons and projections should be placed on
hold until we had the system stabilized and had provided our users with all the necessary
information they needed to perform their daily tasks.

An essential component necessary to enhance our planning, monitoring, and projections is the
status module. We plan to have the detail design for this module completed by the end of
January and will begin programming at that time. We monitor the use of our Information
Services staff and resources very closely and will continue to do so while refining the offender
system.

In summary, we hope that our response is helpful to the Committee. We are available to you or
your staff to provide further discussion on our recommendations.
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December 6, 1997
Response Prepared by: Olivia Craven, Executive Director

Chapter 5 - Streamlining the Parole Hearing Process
. . Page
Page 42, Lines 9 - 13: (Continued Hearings) As shown in “Figure 5.1” and “Table 40
5.1", hearings that must be continued, may result in incarceration when release to parole is
appropriate. The hearing officer program should and must be the vehicle to reducing most of the
hearings that have to be continued. I do not disagree with the evaluators’ findings, and through
the implementation of the hearing officer program, most of the reasons for continuation can be
alleviated. The specific categories that will be impacted are the categories for “missing
information” (59%), “offender not present” (13%), “no reason given, other, and more
programming needed” (10%). With the intervention of a hearing officer into the process much
earlier, the necessary information will be available and the inmate will know that he/she should
be involved in available programming and maintain good behavior while incarcerated.

The Commission is composed for five (5) part time members. The Commission conducts most
hearings in panels of three (3). The Commission schedules four (4) days per year for the full
Commission of five (5) members to meet to make decisions on cases that a panel of three (3)
could not make a unanimous decision on, and to take under consideration applications for
pardons and commutations. “Table 5.1" in the evaluation report, indicates that the Commission
continued fourteen (14) hearings (or 18 %) in FY 1997 for “majority decision not achieved”.
The reason for a panel of three (3) not reaching a unanimous decision, is that the case deserved
the attention of the full Commission. The Commission has been operating in panels of three (3)
for almost two (2) years, and this has proven to be an efficient way to conduct business. The cost
to the state would be greater if all five (5) Commissioners had to be present at every hearing
session.

Page 42,Lines 16 - 25; Page 43, Lines 1 - 28: Page 44, Lines 1 - 26; Page45, Lines I - Pages
8: Through the implementation of the hearing officer program, the Commission has 4954
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determined that inmates may have their interview/hearing up to one (1) year prior to their parole
eligibility date. Under current practice, the hearing officers interview the inmates five (5)
months before they are eligible for parole, and the Commission conducts their hearing up to three
(3) months prior to their parole eligibility date. We are changing this time frame in order that the
system of parole determination operates more efficiently with better preparation time for the
inmates. All parole plans must be investigated by Field and Community Services to determine if
the residence is a stable environment; moving the parole determination process earlier into the
inmate’s incarceration period, will equate to a much smoother transition for those inmates
granted parole. Another positive aspect is that inmates who the Department of Correction
determine can go to a Community Work Center, will be able to go and have ample time to work
as required by CWC rules.

Commission staff will become involved at the time of the RDU (Reception Diagnostic Unit)
process at the time of the inmate’s initial commitment. This involvement will entail written
information about the parole process, the Commission, and knowledge of how decisions are
made. The Commission wants inmates to understand that parole is a privilege not a right, and
that parole determination is based on the individual cases. We will have a staff member and
process in place in order to address inmate questions and concerns. Inmates are continually
moving into and out of RDU, so our participation will be in cooperation with the needs of the
institution.

Due to prison-overcrowding, many inmates who were committed to IDOC, have remained
incarcerated in county jails because there was no room for them in the institutions. The IDOC
has instituted policies that bring all inmates into RDU within a certain period of their
commitment to IDOC; they may go back to the county jail after the RDU process. This will
allow the hearing officers to begin the record for their report to the Commission.

Inmate programming is an important consideration. The Commission realizes that not all
inmates have access to programming, and do take that into consideration when they are
considering parole. The inmate’s efforts to locate programming or reading material that could
help them change “old habits” is a significant sign. If an inmate puts little effort into changing
while incarcerated, their motivation and chance for success in the community are reduced.
Throughout the design and implementation phases of this program, the Commission has been
hopeful that the IDOC social workers would be freed up from providing support services to the
Commission and be able to conduct group and individual counseling sessions with inmates. The
Commission supports the efforts of programming within the institutions. Parole is not denied
because an inmate did not have access to programming, but rather that he or she put little or no
effort into finding or participating in programs. It obviously is a smaller burden on the tax payer
if an inmate is released to parole and is successful. The Commission believes in parole for
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releasing inmates who appear to be on their way of changing and to help their integration back
into the community to provide for public safety and the success of the parolee.

Page 45, Lines11 - 28; Page 46, Lines 1 - 4: As previously stated, the
Commission staff will begin providing information to inmates at the initial phase of their
commitment (RDU). The Commission believes that it is important to give inmates information
about the Commission which will assist in their preparation for the parole consideration by the
Commission. However, every case is different, even though the crimes may be titled the same;
each case is looked at individually. We will be providing some guidance to inmates at RDU,
without creating the expectation of a right to parole. We must be careful that inmates are not
given a “laundry list” which will automatically guarantee their release. The Commission’s job is
to determine in their best discretion if and when an inmate should be released to parole.

Page 46, Lines 6 - 26; Page 47, Lines 1 - 8: The Commission believes the
hearing officer program and process will maximize our resources with the least amount of impact
to deal with the increasing inmate population. As outlined in the report, hearing officers
conducting their interview at an earlier period of time and providing information at the inmate
commitment stage, will both have an impact on parole consideration; inmates will have a better
idea of the system, rather than feeling like they have little control. We determined that it would
be a cut into minimal resources to conduct a complete investigation for every inmate. The
hearing officers are guided by the Commissioners, so they are aware that there are certain
categories of inmates that do not require a complete interview and investigation; in these cases,
we have designed a short report mechanism. Categories for the shorter form are inmates with
federal immigration detainers, inmates who must be housed in administrative segregation due to
their behavior, and others as determined by the hearing officer and approved by the executive
director; the category for which short reporting mechanism will most likely be utilized for, is the
inmates who are eligible for parole when they are committed to IDOC. Many inmates violate
their probation and are committed to IDOC - they have either served their fixed minimum
portion of their sentence through county jail credits and/or under court retained jurisdiction.
These inmates have a recent file history that we can utilize from the parole officer, as we can also
use from the court retained jurisdiction file. As their actual time in the prison system may only
be a few weeks or months, it only makes sense to utilize our resources wisely. Using our
resources in this manner, will allow the staff to maximize time and resources where it is the most
important.
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451 W. STATE STREET
P.O. BOX 83720
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(208) 334-2246
FAX (208) 334-2146

PATRICIA TOBIAS
ADMINISTRATIVE DIRECTOR

December 8, 1997

VIA FACSIMILE 334-3871

Nancy Van Maren, Director
Office of Performance Evaluations
Idaho State Legislature

PO Box 83720

Boise ID 83720-0055

RE: Alternatives to Incarceration: Opportunities and Costs -- Final Draft Sections
Dear Nancy:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to Alternatives to Incarceration: Opportunities
and Costs report prepared by the Office of Performance Evaluations. As we discussed last
week, I am concerned about your recommendation that offenders on retained jurisdiction
could be diverted for a portion of their period of incarceration through an expanded use of
electronic monitoring devices by the Department of Correction. Following release of the
final report, I will circulate it to our trial judges to obtain their perspectives and formally
respond at that time.

Sincerely,

Kithicea \Jebeas i
Patricia Tobias -
Administrative Director of the Courts

PT/st
cc: Chief Justice Linda Copple Trout
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